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Characteristics of Consumer Demand for 
Shell Eggs in Metropolitan Honolulu 
FRA KS. ScoTT, JR.,1 and PENG KIN LIM2 
INTRODUCTION 
The Hawaii egg industry has undergone a significant expansion during 
recent years, constituting an increasingly important segment of the agri­
cultural economy of the State. During the 10-year period from 1954 to 
1964, the quantity of eggs marketed by Hawaii producers increased by 161 
percent from 5,838,000 dozen to 15,250,000 dozen, representing cash re­
ceipts of $4,121,000 and $8,281,000, respectively.3 A number of factors were 
responsible for this increase. The proportion of the total egg supply rep­
resented by Hawaii production in relation to imports increased from 63 
percent in 1954 to 93 percent in 1964. Annual per capita consumption 
of shell eggs for the State increa ed from 202 in 1954 to 269 in 1964. Popu­
lation of the State increased from 510,391 in mid-1954 to 723,178 in mid-
1964. In spite of the significant increase in Hawaii per capita consumption, 
it is still considerably below the United States average of 325 eggs per 
capita in 1964 (which declined from 379 in 1954). In view of these dynamic 
changes, there is need for an up-to-date study of characteristics of consumer 
demand as an aid to further expansion of the Hawaii egg industry and to 
assist producers and handlers in supplying the kinds of eggs consumers want. 
OBJECTIVES 
The primary objective of the study on which this publication is based 
was to determine characteristics of consumer demand for eggs, with respect 
to buying habits, consumption patterns, and price, as related to selected 
socio-economic characteristics; namely, family income and ethnic origin. 
PROCEDURES 
The study is based on random sample surveys during 1964 of 1,545 
households in Honolulu and 240 in Kailua. 4 The primary reasons for 
including Kailua in the survey were to serve as a check on the Honolulu 
'Agricultural Economist and Professor of Agricultural Economics, Univer ity of Hawaii . 
'Graduate student in Agricultural Economics, University of Hawaii. 
3 Statistics of Hawaiian Agriculture, Hawaii Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Ha­
wa ii State Department of Agriculture, U.S. Department of Agriculture. 
'Specific sampling procedures are described in Appendix A of this report. 
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findings and because of significant differences in income and ethnic groups 
between the two communities. Survey data were supplemented by historical 
data on prices and marketings of island-produced eggs and mainland 
imports. 
All survey data were obtained by personal interview. A copy of the 
questionnaire is appended to this report as Appendix B. Distribution of 
households in Honolulu and Kailua by ethnic origin and income group 
(Table 1) is included as an aid in analyzing consumer demand. 
PER CAPITA CONSUMPTION 
Data on per capita consumption were obtained by survey for the pri­
mary purpose of determining comparative consumption by family char­
acteristics; primarily ethnic origin and fami ly income. 
Table 2, which shows a breakdown of per capita consumption by ethnic 
and income groups, indicates no significant differences in annual per capita 
consumption of eggs among families of Caucasian, Japanese, and Chinese 
origin. Consumption among Caucasian predominant, Japanese predomi­
nant, and Part Hawaiian was, however, somewhat higher than for the above­
mentioned groups. 
In Honolulu, consumption was highest among the $4,000 to $7,999 
income groups, whereas in Kailua, the highest per capita consumption was 
in low income households with annual incomes of less than $4,000. 
For all ethnic groups combined, per capita consumption was somewhat 
higher among the low income groups, although there were some incon­
sistencies in this respect. Also there appeared to be a stronger negative 
correlation between income and egg consumption among the Caucasian 
households than among the Oriental households. 
In spite of the various inconsistencies, there appears to be sufficient 
evidence to indicate that a more specific correlation between income per 
family and per capita egg consumption of these families would show a pat­
tern in which per capita consumption would be highest among the low­
middle income group and lowest among the high-middle income group. 
FREQUENCY OF PURCHASE 
Most Hawaii consumers tend to purchase eggs once a week. Once-a-week 
purchases were somewhat more predominant in Honolulu than in Kailua, 
with 70 percent in Honolulu, but only 60 percent in Kailua, purchasing at 
that frequency rate (Table 3). Twelve percent of the homemakers in Hono­
lulu and 13 percent of those in Kailua tended to purchase eggs twice a 
week. Eighteen percent in Honolulu and 25 percent in Kailua purchased 
only once every 2 weeks or less frequently. Weekly purchases were some­
what more predominant among the Japanese and Chinese groups than 
among the other segments of the population, with about three-fourths of 
the purchases on a weekly basis by the Japanese and Chinese groups in 
Honolulu and 60 percent on a weekly basis by the Japanese group in 
Kailua. Over one-fifth of the Caucasians in Honolulu purchased their eggs 
on a biweekly basis. 
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Table 2.Annual per capita consumption of eggs , by ethnic and income groups, 
Honolulu and Kailua, 1964-21 
City and 
ethnic 
origin 
Annual per capita consumption 
Under 
$4 000 
$4,000 
to 
$7.999 
$8,000 
to 
$9 999 
$10,000 
and 
over 
All 
income 
2rouos 
Honolulu 
Caucasian 
Caucasian 
259 267 242 263 259 
predominant 251 312 312 279 296 
Japanese 
Japanese 
238 259 263 242 255 
predominant 267 435 316 238 345 
Chinese 251 267 246 234 251 
Part Hawaiian£/ 337 242 325 333 283 
Filipino 205 251 222 275 242 
Miscellaneous 267 259 246 283 259 
All groups 
Kailua 
259 283 27 1 267 275 
Caucasian 
Caucasian 
325 263 201 242 242 
predominant 173 238 246 300 259 
Japanese 246 234 242 234 238 
Misce llaneous£I 20 1 263 181 246 242 
All groups 263 255 218 242 242 
~/ Inasmuch as there is typically an overestimation bias for quantitative 
data obtained by survey, the data obtained by this method were multi­
plied by a corrective factor of 0.79 to correspond with recorded sales 
of eggs in relation to population as determined from Honolulu Unloads, 
Federal-State Market News Service , USDA and Hawaii Department of Agri­
culture.This downward adjustment corrected for absolute sales and does 
not alter the proportionate differences in sales by ethnic and income 
groups obtained in the survey. 
b/ Including a very small and indeterminate number of Pure Hawaiians. 
£_/ Including Japanese predominant, Chinese, Part Hawaiian, and Filipino 
as well as other Miscellaneous groups because of too few households 
in each sample to permit separate classification. 
8 
Table J . Freque ncy of purc hase of eggs , by et hnic origin a nJ in c ome g r oup 
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20 25966 30 78 6953 6 1 13 3213 15 0 16All gr oups 
a/ Including a very small and indeterminate number of Pure Hawaiians. 
~/ Including Japanese p,::red ominant , Chineae, Part HawaHan , a nd Filipino aa well as othe r Miscellane:oua groups because of too few households in e;ach samp l e: to permit separate 
clauification. 
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a / Inc luding a very sma ll and indetermi nate number of Pure Hawa ilans . 
~/ Including Japanese predominant, Ch inese, Part HawaUAn, and Filipino as we ll as othe r Miscellaneous g roups 
becau h" o l too [ew househo l ds in e a ch sample to permit sepa rate classification . 
There was a much more significant correlation between frequency of 
purchase and income than between frequency of purchase and ethnic 
origin. Lower income groups tended to buy far less frequently and high 
income groups more frequently. For example, only 32 percent of the lowest 
income group bought eggs weekly and 53 percent once every 2 weeks; 
whereas in the $8,000 to $9,999 group, 78 percent bought on a weekly basis 
and only 9 percent on a biweekly basis. 
SIZE OF PURCHASE 
The most frequent size of purchase of eggs in Honolulu was 2 dozen, 
·with 36 percent of the homemakers purchasing that amount each time 
they went to the store (Table 4). Twenty-nine percent purchased only I 
dozen at a time and 20 percent purchased 3 dozen. Only 15 percent pur­
chased 4 dozen or more at a time. There appeared to be no consistent rela­
tionship between size of purchase and income. There also appeared to be 
very little consistency between ethnic origin and size of purchase. There 
was some evidence, however, to indicate that the Caucasian and the Japa­
nese predominant groups made small purchases to a greater extent than 
the other groups. The Hawaiian group made a higher percentage of large 
purchases. Size of family was undoubtedly one of the factors tending to 
explain these differences. The family size in the Hawaiian group, for 
example, was large in relation to other groups. The typical purchase in 
Kailua was somewhat larger than that in Honolulu. 
INCREASES IN EGG PURCHASES 
One-third of the homemakers in Honolulu and one-fourth of those in 
Kailua indicated an increase in egg purchases during the survey year as 
compared with the previous year (Table 5). This is consistent with the 
increase in per capita consumption of eggs determined from actual disap­
pearance of eggs in relation to population.5 In Kailua, the percentage 
increase in egg consumption was considerably higher among the low income 
groups than among the high income groups, with a 47 percent increase for 
the income group of under $4,000 and only 24 percent for the income 
group over $10,000. This was undoubtedly due in large part to the differ­
ences in family structure among income groups. The lower income groups 
include a substantial proportion of young families where food require­
ments are increasing as the age and number of family members increase. 
In Honolulu the increase was almost the same, 23 percent, for all income 
groups except the $4,000 to $7,999 groups, in which 28 percent of the home­
makers made more purchases. The survey data did not indicate significant 
differences in increases in purchases by ethnic groups in Honolulu. In 
Kailua, the percentage increase in purchases was considerably greater for 
the Japanese group than for the Caucasian group, with 41 percent for the 
former and 25 percent for the latter. 
•statistics of Hawaiian Agriculture, Hawaii Crop and Livestock Reporting Service, Ha­
waii State Department of Agriculture, U. S. Department of Agriculture. 
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Table 5 . Percentage of household s buying more eggs du ring current year 
than during previous year, by ethnic and income groups 
City and 
ethnic 
oriRin 
Under 
$4 000 
$4,000 
to 
$7 999 
$8,000 
to 
$9 999 
$10,000 
and 
over 
All 
income 
2rouos 
Honolulu 
Caucasian 
Caucasian 
predominant 
Japanese 
Japanese 
predominant 
Chinese 
Part Hawaiia~/ 
Filipino 
Miscellaneous 
All groups 
Kailua 
Caucasian 
Caucasian 
predominant 
Japanese 
Mi see l laneous
£_/ 
All groups 
(Percent) 
27 
21 
19 
15 
28 
13 
35 
30 
23 
56 
'E_/ 
33 
60 
47 
(Percent) 
29 
33 
23 
32 
22 
37 
37 
16 
28 
41 
so 
25 
45 
40 
(Percent) 
21 
18 
17 
25 
32 
38 
29 
50 
23 
26 
'E_/ 
47 
25 
36 
(Percent) 
21 
27 
20 
40 
20 
'E_/ 
44 
33 
23 
13 
29 
47 
45 
24 
(Percent) 
25 
27 
21 
30 
24 
26 
36 
26 
25 
25 
41 
41 
45 
33 
a/ Including a very small and indeterminate number of Pure Hawaiians. 
b/ Sample too smal l for c lassifica tion . 
~/ Including Japane se predominant, Chinese, Par t Hawaiian , and Filipino as well as 
other Miscellaneous groups because of too few households in each sample to 
permit separate classification. 
CONSUMER RESPONSE TO PRICE 
In general, consumers were not sensitive to minor increases in the prices 
of eggs (Table 6). Responses to this question were generally consistent among 
various income and ethnic groups, with a few exceptions in which marked 
variations were noted. 
Eighty-three and 79 percent of the homemakers in Honolulu and Kailua, 
respectively, indicated that they would purchase the same amount and 
grade of eggs in spite of a hypothesized 5-cent-per-dozen increase in price. 
Of the 16 percent of the households in Honolulu who would respond to 
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Table 6. Indicated effect of a 5-cent-per-dozen increase in price on egg purchase•, by ethnic origin and income group 
Percent who would purchase a amaller aize 
City and 
Percent who would purchase the same amoun't and si ze Percent who would nurchaae le•• of same siz e 
All Under $4,000 $8,000 $10 ,000 All 
ethnic 
$10,000$4 ,000 $8,000All Under$8,000 $10,000$4,000Under 
andi ncome to to income 
origin 
andto toincomeandtoto 
r ouna S9 999 over irrouna•4 000 ' 7 999overS7 999 S9 999Rrouoa S4 000over'9 999•4 000 •1 999 (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)( Percent) (Percent)(Percent)(Percent) (Percent)(Percent) (Percent)(Percent)(Percent)(Percent)(Percent) 
Honolulu 
481 l 35 37982 8216 7915 151320Caucasian 
Caucas ian 
9 80 !!.I 10 9 J!.I 664 937314 9172715predominant 2 4 l 5 4878786 10091987107Japane se 
Japanese 7b/ 3 b/ 3938797 885 927!!_/ 138predominant 
- 3 - 5 4 
-
4 
10 
86 58988 7710 8318 7714 
4 1372 9 9 
76 
6567 7520 8621 22243~:!~e::waiia~J b/6 b/ 681 8888813 8513 13169c.,o Filipino b/100 87 5 284 100 b/11 80 itb/ b/1120Miscel l aneous 
-5- 3 483 6 38482 8412 8511131313All groups 
Kailua 
• 
79 11 10 4 7 88174 8714 56l21633Caucasian 
C.!!.ucasian 
predominant 
b/ b/!!_/ b/ b/ b/!!_/ 95!!.I!!.I !!.Ib/b/ b/ !!.I 
-2-7 b/-0 84 8080 b/100 6718l6 it1333 
-27150 73 980 7326 b/ b/ }/18 501 2720
~~:::~;:neou~ -5 -582 79 4 680 574 751612142121All groups 
a/ Including a ve ry sica 11 and indeterminate number of Fure Hawaiians . 
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such an increase, 12 percent indicated they would buy less eggs and 4 per­
cent indicated a smaller egg size would be purchased to offset the increase. 
In Kailua, of the 21 percent who indicated they would respond to a 5-cent­
per-dozen increase in price, 16 percent would buy less and 5 percent would 
buy a smaller size. 
Even with a IO-cent-per-dozen increase in the price of eggs, the majority 
of the consumers indicated they would continue to buy the same grade 
and quantity of eggs (Table 7). Seventy-seven percent in Honolulu and 58 
percent in Kailua indicated that they would adhere to their present buy­
ing habits. 
If a 10-cent-per-dozen increase were to occur, 17 percent of the Hono­
lulu consumers indicated they would respond by purchasing less eggs and 
6 percent would buy a smaller size. Kailua consumers tended to be some­
what more price conscious than their Honolulu counterparts, with 31 per­
cent indicating they would buy less and 11 percent indicating they would 
buy a smaller size. Forty-seven percent of the Kailua families in the under 
$4,000 income group and 38 percent in the $4,000 to $7,999 income category 
indicated they would buy less eggs, in comparison with 19 and 17 percent 
for the same income groups, respectively, in Honolulu. 
Less than 1 percent of the consumers in both Honolulu and Kailua 
indicated that they would switch to lower priced mainland eggs in response 
to a IO-cent-per-dozen increase in the price of island eggs. 
Consumers were about equally as insensitive to a 5-cent-per-dozen price 
decrease as to a 5-cent price increase, as would be expected for a commodity 
for which the price elasticity is known to be comparatively inelastic. Seventy­
one percent in Honolulu and 75 percent in Kailua stated they would buy 
the same amount and grade of eggs regardless of a 5-cent-per-dozen price 
decrease (Table 8). Twenty-seven percent of all respondents in Honolulu 
and 24 percent of those in Kailua indicated they would buy more. How­
ever, 42 percent of the homemakers in the lower income group in Kailua 
indicated that they would buy more eggs in response to the price drop. 
There was a somewhat stronger reaction to a hypothesized 10-cent-per­
dozen decrease in price (Table 9). Thirty percent of the consumers in Hono­
lulu and 41 percent of those in Kailua indicated that they would buy more 
eggs in response to a 10-cent price decrease. This still leaves a sizable 
majority, 64 and 58 percent for Honolulu and Kailua, respectively, who 
indicated that they would buy the same amount and grade. 
The least significant response to a price decrease was by the Japanese 
ethnic group in the under $4,000 income category. This group consists to 
a considerable extent of elderly J apanese people originally from Japan, 
where eggs did not constitute an important part of the diet. Only 9 percent 
of this group stated that they would buy more eggs if the price were low­
ered either 5 cents or 10 cents per dozen. Aside from this case there were 
very few variations in response among the different income and ethnic 
groups. 
Less than 3 percent of the people indicated that they would buy larger 
eggs if the price fell either 5 cents or 10 cents per dozen. Except for a 
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small number of Kailua hou eholds, none of the consumers indicated that 
they would switch to island eggs if the price were decreased 5 cents or 10 
cents per dozen. This is, of course, largely due to the fact that mainland 
imports presently constitute only a small percentage of Hawaii's egg supply. 
A correlation analysis indicated no linear relationship between per 
capita consumption and price of eggs for the 10-year period from 1954-1964. 
Any changes in per capita consumption in relation to price were obscured 
by the large annual increase in per capita consumption resulting from fac­
tors other than price such as changes in ethnic composition, age, income, 
and egg promotion. 
ISLAND VERSUS MAINLAND EGGS 
Island eggs have a decidedly larger patronage than mainland eggs in 
both Honolulu and Kailua (Table 10). Eighty-nine percent of the Honolulu 
homemakers and 86 percent of those in Kailua preferred island eggs. These 
indicated preferences are closely in line with the actual proportion of island 
versus mainland eggs sold in the Honolulu market. Sales consisted of 86 
percent island-produced eggs, 10 percent mainland eggs, and 4 percent for­
eign imports during the year of the consumer survey. During 1964, island 
egg production captured 93 percent of the market in metropolitan Hono­
lulu in spite of the fact that Grade A large eggs produced locally were 
wholesaling for an annual average price of 62 cents per dozen as compared 
with 53.l cents per dozen for imports from the U. S. Mainland. The com­
parative prices for Grade A medium eggs for the same year were 53.5 cents 
for island-produced eggs and 47.l cents for mainland imports. The real 
difference in prices was not as great as indicated, however, inasmuch as 
the prices of island eggs were quoted for cartons and the mainland imports 
quoted uncartoned in cases. Homemakers of Japanese ancestry in Honolulu 
showed a somewhat greater preference for island eggs than did the other 
ethnic groups. Ninety-six percent of the Honolulu respondents of Japanese 
ancestry purchased only island eggs. 
About 5 percent of the households in both cities purchased mainland 
eggs only. A closer examination of response by the different ethnic groups 
showed a range from less than l percent of the Japanese in Honolulu to 9 
percent of the Caucasians in Honolulu using solely mainland eggs. 
One would expect a larger number of people in the lower income 
groups to purchase the cheaper mainland eggs. Yet the only group to do 
so was the Caucasian group of under $4,000 income in Honolulu. Twenty­
one percent of this group purchased only mainland eggs. In Kailua, Cau­
casians in the under $4,000 category did not follow this pattern. 
Six and 9 percent of the homemakers in Honolulu and Kailua , respec­
tively, purchased both mainland and island eggs. Those doing so, usually 
bought island eggs for table use and mainland eggs for cooking and baking. 
Ten and 17 percent of the people in the lower two income groups pur­
chased both kinds of eggs, while only 7 and 5 percent of the people in the 
upper two income groups purchased both mainland and island eggs. The 
percentages of respondents within the ethnic groups using both island and 
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Table lO. Percentage of purchase of island versus mainland eggs, by e thni c origin and income grouµ 
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mainland eggs ranged from a low of 3 percent for the Honolulu Japanese 
to a high of 19 percent for the Honolulu Miscellaneous category. 
REASONS FOR PURCHASING ISLAND EGGS 
Fifty-six percent of the consumers in Honolulu and 58 percent of those 
in Kailua noted freshness as the primary reason for buying only island eggs 
(Table 11 ). Variations in responses between the different ethnic groups were 
generally negligible, with the exception that Caucasians in both Honolulu 
and Kailua gave more emphasis to freshness in deciding to purchase island 
eggs (64 percent) than did the other groups. A substantial number of these 
Caucasian respondents were originally from the Mainland. Many of them 
asked interviewers why the local dairies did not deliver eggs that were 
"really fresh" along with their normal dairy products, as is done by some 
mainland dairies. This prior use of fresh (non-cold storage) eggs on the 
Mainland may have caused the relatively high emphasis given to freshness 
as a reason for purchasing island eggs by these respondents. 
Roughly 13 and 16 percent of the people in Honolulu and Kailua, 
respectively, said they chose island eggs because they tasted better. They 
attributed the better taste of island eggs to the fact that they are not stored 
for as long a period of time as mainland eggs. Responses of the different 
income groups within each ethnic category were inconsistent and no impor­
tant differences between groups were noted. 
REASONS FOR PURCHASING MAINLAND EGGS 
Fifty-five percent of the people in Honolulu and 64 p ercent of those 
in Kailua who indicated that they purchased only mainland eggs said it 
was due to lower price (Table 12). Whereas there was generally a consistency 
among ethnic groups in indicating price as the primary reason for pur­
chasing mainland eggs, responses by income groups within each ethnic 
group showed considerable variation. 
There was a definite relationship between income level and consumer 
preference for mainland eggs, due to lower price. Sixty-two percent of those 
in the income group under $4,000 indicated lower price as the primary 
reason for purchasing mainland eggs, whereas only 38 percent of those in 
the income group of $10,000 and over indicated this as their reason for 
doing so. 
Superior taste was the primary reason indicated by 12 percent of the 
respondents in Honolulu and 9 percent in Kailua for purchasing only 
mainland eggs. There were no significant differences in these figures among 
the various income and ethnic groups. 
A small number of respondents indicated superior taste or convenif'nce 
as the major reason for purchasing mainland eggs. Habit was the indicated 
reason of 3 percent of the people in Honolulu and 9 percent of the people 
in Kailua. However, the majority of the Kailua respondents in this category 
were in the Caucasian ethnic group, suggesting that their high response 
was due to purchasing patterns formed on the Mainland. 
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Table 12. Percentage of r es pondents indicating va riou s reasons for purchase of mainland eggs, by e thnic origin and income group 
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other tH sce l laneous groups 
of Pure Hawaiians, 
SOURCES OF EGGS BY TYPE OF VENDOR 
Forty-three percent of the respondents in Honolulu and 56 percent of 
those in Kailua indicated they purchased their eggs from large supermarket 
chains (Table 13). The larger figure for Kailua respondents may be at­
tributed to the fact that Kailua is a newer community and the majority 
of grocery vendors in Kailua are chain supermarkets. 
No significant differences could be determined when these figures were 
broken down by ethnic groups. A relationship did appear when the figures 
were broken down by income groups, with a larger percentage of respon­
dents in the higher income groups in both Honolulu and Kailua purchasing 
their eggs from chain stores. 
Independent supermarkets ·were the indicated source of eggs for 20 
percent of the people in Honolulu and 15 percent of the people in Kailua. 
This would be due to the fact that there are more independent supermar­
kets in Honolulu. 
Eight percent of the people queried in Honolulu and 1'8 percent of 
those in Kailua said they purchased their eggs from commissaries. 
It is significant to note that respondents in each lower income group 
were much more likely to purchase from the commissary than those in the 
next higher income group. In fact, none of the upper two income groups of 
any of the ethnic categories in either Honolulu or Kailua indicated any 
purchase of eggs through the commissary with the exception of the Cau­
casian group in both areas and the predominantly Caucasian group in 
Kailua. The Caucasian group in both Honolulu and Kailua constitutes 
the majority of the military personnel and was the only group indicating 
commissary purchases in all four income categories. Fourteen percent of 
the respondents in Honolulu and 5 percent of those in Kailua indicated 
they purchased their eggs directly from producers. 
CONSISTENCY OF PLACE OF PURCHASE 
The majority of respondents in both areas indicated they purchased 
their eggs from a single source. Seventy-six percent of the people in Hono­
lulu and 84 percent of those in Kailua bought most of their eggs consistently 
from one place (Table 14). The probable reason for the difference in the 
percentages for Honolulu and Kailua is that there are more sources readily 
available to consumers in Honolulu than in Kailua, thus increasing the 
likelihood that the purchaser may buy eggs from more than one source. 
There seems to be a tendency towards increased purchases from more 
than one source with increased income. In Honolulu, 22 percent of the 
people in the lowest income group indicated purchasing their eggs from 
more than one source, and 25 percent of the highest income group did so. 
In Kailua, 11 percent of the lowest income group and 19 percent of the 
highest income group bought eggs from more than one place. This reasserts 
the fact that the lower income groups are somewhat less mobile in their 
purchase patterns. The higher income groups are less price conscious and 
are not as concerned as to where th~y buy their eggs. 
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Table 13 . Pe r cent a ge of r esponden t• indic at i ng various sou r ce, o r eggs , by ethni c orig i n and inc ome g r oup 
City end 
e thn ic 
o rig i n 
Hono l u lu 
Unde r 
S4 000 
( Pe~·cent) 
I ndependent small groc e rie s 
$4,000 
t o 
S7 999 
(Pe r cent ) 
$8, 000 
t o 
S9 999 
( Pe r cer. t) 
$ 10,000 
and 
ove r 
( Pe r ce nt ) 
All 
i nc ome 
IZ r OUDS 
(Percent ) 
Unde r 
S4 000 
( Pe r cent) 
Indepe nde nt superma rkets 
$4,000 $8,000 
t o t o 
S7 999 S9 999 
(Pe rcent) (Percent) 
$ 10,000 
and 
over 
(Percent) 
All 
i nc ome 
IZr OUD8 
(Percent ) 
Unde r 
S4 000 
(Percen t ) 
$4 ,000 
to 
S7 999 
(Pe r cent) 
Chain ator e.s 
$8,000 
t o 
S9 999 
(Percent) 
$ 10,000 
and 
over 
(Pe r c e n t) 
All 
i ncome 
IZ r O\IDI 
( Pe r cent) 
Caucas ian 
Cauca s i an 
pr edomi nant 
J apanese 
J apanese 
predomina nt 
Chinese 
,!
Part Hawa ii-:irr 
Fil ipino 
Miscellaneous 
J.. l l i roups 
11 
4 
1) 
8 
3 
22 
15 
10 
11 
7 
10 
10 
20 
5 
8 
10 
16 
9 
5 
9 
9 
25 
4 
4 
13 
14 
8 
17 
1) 
10 
kl 
9 
4 
b/ 
33 
8 
8 
9 
10 
1) 
6 
10 
11 
15 
9 
1) 
28 
25 
8 
17 
22 
12 
30 
18 
20 
15 
21 
23 
23 
20 
20 
32 
:I 
21 
18 
17 
1) 
22 
28 
b/ 
29 
19 
19 
27 
22 
19 
17 
17 
b/
b/ 
1 9 
18 
21 
21 
18 
20 
21 
14 
28 
20 
27 
32 
45 
46 
33 
31 
24 
10 
32 
32 
53 
46 
40 
33 
45 
36 
16 
40 
53 
36 
51 
38 
57 
48 
b/ 
57 
51 
56 
4 7 
4 9 
56 
4 1 
48 
b/ 
3 3 
!!. I 
40 
44 
4 7 
45 
39 
4 3 
34 
23 
43 
~ 
Ca ucasian 
Caucasian 
p r edominant 
J apanese 
,!
Hisce l laneour 
All ~roups 
!!_/ 
b/ 
bi 
20 
10 
!!.I 
b/
-8 
!!.I 
1 
4 
b/ 
b/)!/ 
2 
!!.I 
!!_I 
5 
]!_/ 
I 
1 
6 
4 
2 
2 
20 
b/ 
2s 
b/ 
1 4 
9 
!!.I 
8 
17 
ll 
4 
33 
31 
25 
17 
18 
43 
5 
18 
17 
1) 
22 
15 
16 
15 
!!.I 
b/ 
2 5 
, o 
14 
47 
8 3 
46 
39 
4 7 
64 
33 
56 
75 
60 
65 
43 
84 
73 
68 
6 
b/ 
6 2 
51 
56 
Producers Con-.nissarie 1 Othe r 
City and s,. ,000 $8,000 Under $10,000 Under $4,000$ 10,000 All $4,000 $8,000 All $8,000Under $10.000 All
ethnic and income ao1d incometo t o t o to to andto i ncome 
origin 1Z r OUD6 roun1 S4 000$ii 00'.) $7 999 $7 999$4 uoo $7,999 $9 9"J9 $9 999 $9 999 R.rOUDS 
( Pe r cent) (o,ercent)(Percen t) (Pe r cent ) ( Pe r cent) (Pe r cent) (Pe r cent) (Percen t ) (Pe n e nt) (Percent) ( Percen t ) ( Pe r cent) (Percent) (Pe r cent) ( Pe r cent ) 
40 23 
Caucaaian 
predomina:1t 
10 25 19 Caucasian 
18 11 128 b/ b/ 15 18 16 lJ 
Japanese 11,12 17 7 6 77 16 )! / 7lit 
J apanese 
predominant 19 l l 2310 b/ b/ b/ b/ 
24 b/17 21 20 2016 b/ b/ b/ 27 13 
~~!~c~:waiia~/ 
"
19 b/:!J 26l a b/ b/ b/ 9 425 b/ 6 
- 32 1 b/ ?324 !S 25 b/ b/ 12 1 3 b/Filipino 8 
301; 15b/ 33 10 b/ b/ b/ 16 20 b/ b/Hisce l l ancous 8
- 2 - 5 - 7 - 6 14 1) 14 19 14 1 3 8 -.All ;;roups 7 
70 2420 1310 38 !!_/Caucasian !!.I !!.I 
Caucas ian 
predominant 6 b/
-
b/
, 
14 17 b/ 6 b/b/ b/ b/ 
-
33 
. 
11
-6 10 b/23 1 5 b/ b/ 8 b/ 6b/ 2 
Hisce l laneour 
J apanese c/ 407b/13 b/ 22 b/ b/ 16 b/bi b/ 7 
- 6 - 2 
- 5- 5 5 5210 26 1 0 10 18 All ~r oups 
~/ I nc l udlng a very small and i ndetenninate number of Pure Hawaiians. 
J!I Samp l e too small to classlfy. 
£/ I nc l ud i ng J apanese predominan t , Chinese, Part Hawaiian , a nd F i llplno as we 11 a s othe r Hisce llaneoua group s 
becau1e o f t oo few house ho l ds i n each samp l e to permi t sepa r at e c la ulfic1tion. 
Table 14 . Percentage of eggs purchased at one place versus more than one place,by e t hnic ori g in 11nd income group 
Purchase d at same place Purchased at more than one placeCi t y and 
Unde r 54,000 58,000 Sl0,000ethnic Under $4 , 000 $8,000 $ 10,000All All 
orig in to and income to to income 
S4 000 
•nd 
,:,rounsS 7 999 S9 999 over <:trouns 
(Percent) 
S4 000 S7 999 $9 999 
(P e rcent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percen t ) (Percent ) (Percent) (Percen t ) (Perc ent) (Pe rcent) 
,,.( auca s ian 89 81 1 1 16 BS 11
" "Cauca s ian 
7)predOT1inant 74 ;J78 67 91 22 27 26 
,.1,Japanese 7481 78 77 19 22 7327 
Japane ~e 
predominant 9, o9 88 67 82 JI 18
" Chinese 48 67 74 6415 12 4133 26 36 
., 
Part HaYai ian- 72 65 75 75 69 28 31 25 25 31 
Filipi no 69 68 71 6 1 68 3 1 32 29 39 32 
Miscellaneous .!?_/ ))18 y 67 76 42 24 ~ / '!!.I 
All gr oups 78 76 76 76 24 24 75 22 2425 
74Caucasian 89 88 79 8 1 11 12 26 21 19 
Cauca sian 
pr edominant 2_ / y 94 y~/!,.I !,_/ 
Japanese 2_ / 83 80 89 86 20 1411 
Mi.see l laneous~./ 2_ / 6491 86 y 14 36'!!.I 
All groups 89 89 80 81 64 11 20 19 16 
!_/ Including a very sma ll and inde terminate nu111ber of Pure Hawaiian,. 
E_/ Sample t oo small to clt;.,sify.
E./ Including Japanese predominant , Chinese, Part Ha-.,aiian ,and Filipino a s well aa other Misce llaneous groups because of coo 
few househo lds i n each s ample to permit sepa rat e classification. 
About one-third of the Chinese, Hawaiian, and Filipino groups in Hono­
lulu bought their eggs from more than one source. The Caucasian respon­
dents in Kailua were least likely to utilize more than one source of pur­
chase (6 percent). The figures for the other ethnic groups were relatively 
consistent with overall averages. 
PURCHASE BY GRADE OF EGGS 
Seventy-three percent of the respondents in Honolulu but only 49 per­
cent of those in Kailua said they purchased mostly Grade A large eggs 
(Table 15). Twenty-one percent in Honolulu and 43 percent in Kailua 
indicated that they usually purchased Grade A medium eggs. 
Only 2 percent of the respondents in both Honolulu and Kailua indi­
cated purchases of Grade A small eggs. The actual proportion of sales 
represented by each grade according· to the USDA-State Crop Reporting 
Service for the year of the survey was 63 percent Grade A large, 22 percent 
Grade A medium, 8 percent Grade A small, and 7 p ercent Grade B, etc. 
However, these data included sales to restaurants, for manufacturing, etc., 
and would include a higher p ercentage of lower grades and smaller eggs 
than purchased directl y by consumers. The Fi lipinos in Honolulu and 
homemakers in the Miscellaneous group in Kailua, including Filipinos, 
were most likely to purchase small eggs, with about 7 percent in each area 
purchasing primarily small eggs. The Caucasian and predominantly Cau­
casian groups in Kailua were least likely to purchase small eggs. 
Four percent of the respondents in Honolulu and 6 p :>rcent of those in 
Kailua indica ted they purchased other than Grade A eggs. 
Family income, according to the survey data , had little effect on size 
of eggs purchased either in Honolulu or Kailu a. 
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Tab l e 1~. Percentage of purchases of e ach grade o f cg~s, by t: Lhni c o ri gin and income group 
Grade A - Hed iumGrade A - Lar e Grade A - SmallCity and Unde r $4, 000 $8,000 $ 10,000$4 ,000 $8 , 000 $ 10 , 000 All All Unde rUnder $4,000 $8 ,000 $ 10,000 All 
e thnic andand i ncome to to incon,eto t o to incon,eto and
origin 
overover $4 000 $7 999 $9 999 itroups $4 000$4 000 $7 999 $9 999 RrOUP li $7 999 over$9 999 2rouo• 
(Pe rcent) (Percent) (Percent) (Pe rcent) (Percent)(Percen t) (Pe r cent) (Percent) (Percent) (Pe r cen t) (Pe rcent) (Percent) (Percent (Percent) (Percent) 
Hon o lulu 
Ca uc asian 74 19 76 72 23 23 22 I72 69 3 3 2 2 
Caucas ian " 
3464 64 18 20predomina n t 67 56 80 33 30 7E_/ y 3 
Japanese 
E_ / 
1283 78 20 15 2575 80 67 17 2 I I I I 
Japane se 
predominant 69 77 8 13 b/ 2577 88 13 y77 3 h/ b/ 2 
68 14 1 4 74 16 2576 82 71 18 3 3 b/ 2 
;:! ~e~:wa iian!/ 
~I 
2723 25 2167 67 75 73 69 25 7 4 4 
Flllpino 
3 b/ 
I)30 60 33 33 449 65 56 75 30 9 II 1 3 7 
Hisce llaneous 30 25 3367 71 10 24 1080 65 75 y 3 
All groups 
"!!_/~.I 
18 21 2277 73 13 2169 73 71 3 3 I2 2 
Kai l ua 
Caucasian 484847 44 y47 48 45 48 y56 y y I I 
Caucas i an 
predom i nant .,,_,43 b/ 2267 60 b/ b/b/ 57 b/ 35 b/ E_/ E_ /
424248 67 2856 37 b/33 58 39 b/ 4 
Ml sce l laneou r 
6 5Japanese c/ 
3664 20 32 b/46 bl 1 4 80 b/ 38 b/ y 7 
All groups 
E_ /
4447 43 43 1, 3 4949 49 47 453 "i_l 2 2 2 
City and 
e thnic 
origin 
Othe r-
Under 
S4 000 
(Pe r cent) 
$4 , 000 
to 
$7 999 
(Percent) 
$8 ,000 
to 
$9 999 
(Per- cent) 
$ 10,000 
and 
over-
( Pe r cent) 
All 
income 
2TOUDS 
(Percen t ) 
Caucasian 
Caucas ian 
predominant 
Japanese 
Ja panese 
predominan t 
;~;~e~:wa iia~/ 
Filipino 
Misce llaneous 
A11 groups 
b/
-4 
15 
I) 
3
•b/ 
- 6 
"!!_ / 
18 
7 
13 
5 
b/ 
b/
b/
-4 
b/
- 4 
6 
3 
b/ 
b/
b/ 
- 3 
Caucasian 
Caucasian 
predon,inant 
~7:::~~=neousf1 
All g r oups 
E_/ 
b/
b/
b/ 
kl 
b/
b/
-9 
b/ 
11 
b/
- 6 
II 
16 
b/ 
-7 
5 
10 
5 
6 
!I I nc l uding a very sma ll a nd i nde terminate number of Pure tt awallans. 
~/ Samp l e too sma ll to class if y. 
s./ I ncluding J apanese predominant, Chinese , Part ttawaiian, and Fi l ipino a& wel l as other Misce llaneous g roup• 
because of too few househo l ds in each sample to permit separa te c lass ifi c ati on. 
PURCHASES OF LOWER GRADE EGGS AS INGREDIENTS 
FOR COOKING OR BAKING 
Six percent of the Honolulu egg consumers and 7 percent of those in 
Kailua indicated they purchased a lower grade of eggs for cooking or baking 
purposes (Table 16). lthough one might expect the lower income groups to 
purchase more lower grade eggs for cooking or baking, the survey data in­
dicated just the opposite. Only 3 percent of the lower income re pondents in 
Honolulu and none of tho e in Kailua indicated they did so. Partially ac­
counting for this would be the fact that a substantial percentage of lower 
Tab le 16 . Percentage of households buying a lower grade of eggs for 
baking and cooking, by ethnic origin and income group 
City and 
ethnic 
origin 
Households buying lower grade 
Under 
S4 000 
$4,000 
to 
$7 999 
$8,000 
to 
$9 999 
$10,000 
and 
over 
All 
income 
groups 
Honolulu 
(Percent ) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 
Cauca s ian 
Caucasian 
2 4 3 5 4 
predominant 4 2 0 0 2 
Japanese 
Japanese 
2 7 4 6 6 
predominant 0 6 0 0 3 
Chinese 7 9 14 9 9 
Part Hawaiian!/ 3 6 25 0 6 
Filipino 7 2 21 13 8 
Miscellaneous 10 5 33 0 10 
All groups 
Kailua 
3 6 8 6 6 
Caucasian 
Caucasian 
0 6 4 3 4 
predominant 0 17 0 0 6 
Japanese 
b/ 
0 17 20 11 14 
Misce 1laneous 0 14 0 0 7 
All group s 0 11 9 i., 7 
a/ Including a very small and indeterminate number of Pure Hawaiians. 
~/ I ncluding Japanese predominant, Chinese, Part Hawaiian, and Filipino 
as well as other Miscellaneous groups because of too few households 
in each sample to permit separate classification. 
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income respondents in Kailua did their shopping at commissaries, where 
lower grade eggs were not sold, and where prices of Grade A eggs were low 
enough to make it not worth their while to shop for lower grade eggs at 
other sources in the hope of obtaining a lower price. 
COMPLAINTS ABOUT EGGS 
Most of the respondents were satisfied with the eggs they had purchased. 
Only 6 percent in Honolulu and 10 percent in Kailua indicated any com­
plaints (Table 17). There was a tendency in both areas for the percentage of 
complaints to increase with in creases in income. Complaints were also more 
numerous among Caucasians than among the other ethnic groups. 
Table 17. Percentage of households with complaints on condition of eggs, 
by ethnic origin and income group 
City and 
ethnic 
origin 
Under 
$4,000 
$4,000 
to 
$7,999 
~8,000 
to 
$9 999 
$10,000 
and 
over 
All 
income 
groups 
Honolulu 
Caucasian 
Caucasian 
predominant 
Japanese 
Japanese 
predominant 
Chinese 
Part Hawaiia~/ 
Filipino 
Miscellaneous 
All groups 
(Percent) 
5 
5 
2 
0 
14 
3 
7 
0 
5 
(Percent) 
5 
0 
6 
3 
3 
2 
4 
21 
5 
(Percent) 
7 
0 
7 
0 
9 
13 
8 
0 
7 
(Perce nt) 
11 
7 
9 
0 
4 
0 
4 
0 
8 
(Percent) 
7 
2 
7 
2 
6 
3 
5 
11 
6 
~ 
Caucasian 
Japanese 
b/ 
Miscellaneous 
All groups 
0 
0 
0 
0 
10 
8 
s 
7 
4 
13 
0 
7 
16 
16 
9 
14 
12 
12 
s 
10 
a/ Including a very small and indeterminate numbe r of Pure Hawaiians. 
~/ Including Caucasian predominant, Japanese predominant, Chinese , Part 
Hawaiian, and Filipino as well as other Miscellaneous groups because of 
too few households in each sample to permit separate classification. 
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Of the various complainLs registered with respect to qua lity of eggs, 
none of which were very signi fica nt individually, 2 percent of the respon­
dents indi cated tha t the eggs they purchased were frequently spoiled and 
the same percentage indicated tha t th e size of the eggs in the carton was 
not consistent with the label (Table 18). About 1 percent of the population 
surveyed complained about cracked shells and lack of firmness in the yolks. 
Less than l percent indica ted that the white was not firm or otherwise of 
poor quality, that the taste was bad , or that the colors of the eggs were 
mixed. Numerous minor reasons made up the remaining 2 percent of the 
complaints. 
The important factor to noLe here is thaL the most frequently men­
tioned faults could be directly attributable to poor handling on the part 
of the processor, and not to initial defects in the eggs. Poor handling, includ­
ing spoiled eggs, eggs of the wrong size, cra cked eggs, or eggs of mixed 
colors, was responsible for complaints on the part of about 5 percent of the 
egg purchasers, while complainLs which could be a ttributed to interior 
defects in the eggs were registered by less than 2 percent. The latter could 
also, of course, be eliminated through improved grading. 
Table 18. Percentage of consumers indicating \. ario:Js t >pe~ ot complaint:. 
City and 
e t hnic 
or1 °in 
Honolulu 
Caucasian 
Caucasian 
predominant 
Japane se 
Japane se 
predominant 
Pca~!nHea:ea iian,! 1 
Filipino 
Misc e llaneous 
Kai l ua 
Caucasian 
Caucas ian 
predominant 
Ja panese 
Hi see l laneous .!! I 
Cit y and inC OfT'IC 
~ 
Honolulu 
Under $4 ,000 
$4,000 to $7.999 
$8 , 000 to $9 . 999 
$ 10,000 and over 
Kailua 
Under ~4 ,000 
S4 ,000 to S7, 999 
$8.000 to S9.999 
$ 10,000 and over 
Hono lulu 
"""'XT'I"groups 
Kailua 
A'!T""group s 
None 
Percen t 
93 
98 
94 
99 
94 
95 
97 
90 
89 
100 
88 
95 
95 
95 
93 
9, 
90 
93 
9 ) 
86 
94 
90 
Ta s t e 
bad 
Percent 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
l 
2 
0 
l 
Spoiled 
Pe rcent 
2 
l 
l 
0 
I 
l 
2 
5 
4 
0 
4 
2 
~ 
0.1 
l 
2 
0 
,. 
l 
/, 
2 
) 
Cracked 
Pe rcent 
0. 2 
0 
l 
z 
l 
3 
0 
0 
) 
0 
0 
2 
I 
0. 1 
l 
l 
0 
·, 
0 
j 
l 
2 
Wrong 
s ize 
Pe rcen t 
2 
0 
2 
0 
l 
l 
l 
0 
l 
0 
4 
0 
l 
0. 1 
'2 
0 
0 
2 
C 
2 
l 
Mi xed 
color :; 
Percent 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
II 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.4 
Yo l k 
not 
firm 
Percent 
l 
l 
2 
0 
7 
0 
0 
5 
0 
0 
2 
0 
l 
0. 1 
I 
0 
0 
0 
I 
l 
U.4 
Wh it e 
bad 
Pe r cent 
l 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
l 
0 
0 
0 
J 
0 . 2 
l 
Other 
Pe rcen t 
0 . 2 
0 
4 
0 
l 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.4 
l 
0 
0 
0 
0 
G.2 
0 
~ / l nclud i ng a ve r y timal l and i nde t cr•n i natc: number of Pure Ha\,1ai ian s. 
'!!./ Includi ng J apanese Predominant, Ch ine se, Pa rt Hawaiian and Filipino as '-'Cll as othe r Miscellaneous 
g roups because of too few households in each s ample co pe rn, it s~parat-:? classi~ ication. 
29 
USES OF EGGS FOR DIRECT CONSUMPTION 
In both Honolulu and Kailua, most of the eggs consumed by the 
respondents were served as table eggs, and not used as ingredients in other 
dishes. Seventy-eight percent of the eggs purchased in Honolulu and 72 
percent of those consumed in Kailua were served as table eggs (Table 19). 
Conversely, 22 percent of the eggs in Honolulu and 28 percent of those in 
Kailua were used as ingredients in oth~r dishes. 
Table 19. Percentage of eggs used as tab le~ i n d irect consumption, 
by ethn ic origin a~d inco~e gr oup 
$10, 000 All 
e thnic 
$4,000 $8 , 000City and Under 
to and i.ncometo 
groups 
(Fercent) 
origin $4,000 $9 , 999 over$7 ,999 
(Percent) 
Honolulu 
(Percent) (Percent) (Percent) 
Caucasian 7476 73 75 75 
Caucasian 
predominant 8080 79 88 73 
Japane se 79 79 78 7979 
Japane se 
predominant 76 74 69 78 75 
Chinese 74 74 81 7883 
Part Hawaiian'!/ 82 78 8083 75 
Filipino 7078 81 84 80 
Miscellaneous 80 78 9173 79 
All groups 79 78 77 7878 
~ 
Caucasian 79 68 73 73 73 
Caucasian 
predominant 71 8275 78 77 
Japanese 77 73 73 72 73 
b/ 
Miscellaneous 72 68 85 69 69 
All groups 77 69 74 73 72I 
a/ Including a very small and indeterminate number of Pur e Hawaiians. 
~ / Including Japanese predominant, Chinese, Part Hawaiian, and Filipino 
as well as other Miscel l aneous grcupc because of too few hou seholds 
i n cnch samp l e to permit separa te classification. 
30 
Differences in percentage of respondents using eggs for table purposes 
versus other uses were not significant by ethnic groups. 
In general, persons in the higher income groups used slightly smaller 
percentages of their eggs for table purposes than those in the lower income 
levels. However, the differences in percentages were small and no significant 
reasons for the differences could be determined. 
METHODS OF PREPARING EGGS FOR TABLE USE 
Consumers were queried as to the various methods they used to prepare 
their eggs for table use (Table 20). The most common forms of preparation 
in both Honolulu and Kailua were fried, boiled, and scrambled. A sizable 
proportion of consumers indicated they regularly poached their eggs, but 
only a small percentage indicated they served eggs in other forms, such as 
omelets. 
By far the most common form of preparation in both areas was frying. 
Seventy-nine percent of the respondents in both Honolulu and Kailua 
indicated they regularly fried their eggs. The use of fried eggs was espe­
cially high in Honolulu among the Hawaiian, Miscellaneous, and Filipino 
groups with a somewhat lower usage among the Oriental or predominantly 
Oriental groups and a still lower importance among the Caucasian or 
predominantly Caucasian groups. A generally similar pattern also prevailed 
in Kailua. 
Sixty-three percent of the homemakers in Honolulu and 59 percent of 
those in Kailua indicated they frequently boiled their eggs. The Japanese 
in both Honolulu and Kailua registered the highest percentages using this 
method in their respective areas. The lowest percentage in Honolulu was 
registered by the Filipinos, and the ]owe t in Kailua by the Caucasians. 
There was a tendency for the percentage of homemakers regularly boiling 
their eggs to increase as the income level of the respondents increased. 
Fifty-seven percent of the respondents in Honolulu and 75 percent of 
those in Kailua indicated they regularly scrambled their eggs. The Hawaiian 
and Filipino groups in Honolulu registered the highest percentages for this 
method, and the predominantly Caucasian and predominantly Japanese 
groups the lowest. In Kailua, the highest percentages of consumers who 
scrambled eggs were registered by the Caucasian and Japanese groups, and 
the lowest by the Miscellaneous group. In Honolulu there was a positive 
relationship between percentage of response to scrambling and family in­
come. This trend was not apparent in Kailua. 
Nineteen percent of the consumers in Honolulu and 34 percent of 
those in Kailua indicated they regularly poached their eggs. The use of 
poached eggs was most prevalent among the Caucasian group in both 
Honolulu and Kailua and the Japanese and Miscellaneous groups in Kai­
lua. Hence, the higher percentage in Kailua would be due in large part to 
the higher proportion of Caucasians in that area. Poaching of eggs was 
least prevalent among the Filipino group. As was true with respect to 
scrambling, there was a tendency in both areas for an increased percentage 
of households regularly poaching their eggs with each higher income level. 
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Table 20 . Percentage or r espondents using v•riou s methods of preparing eggs for table u se , by e thnic origin and income ); r oup 
Scrambled 
City and 
Fried Boi l ed 
All Under $4,000 $8,000Under $4,000 $8,000 $10,000 All Under $4, 000 $8,000 $10,000 $10,000 All 
ethnic i ncome t o tot o to and income to to and and i ncome 
origin Rroupa $4 000 S7 999 S9 999S4 000 S7 999 S9 999 over R,roupa $4 000 $7 999 $9 999 ove r Rroupa 
(Percent) (Parcent ) ( Percent) (Pe r cent ) (Pe r cent )(Percent) (Pe r cent) (Percen t ) (Pe r cent )(Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent) (Percent ) (Percent) 
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83 92 52 58 6 1 
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!I Including a very small and indeterminate number of Pure Hawa iians. 
~/ Samp le too small tc, claaaify. 
£.I I ncluding J apanese predominant, Chinese, Part Hawailan,and Filipino a, well aa other- Hltcellaneou• groups 
becau,e of too few houtehold, i n each aample t o permit ,eparate claaalfica t1on. 
Seven percent of the homemakers in Honolulu and 4 percent of those 
in Kailua indicated they regularly made omelets. In Honolulu , the highest 
percentages were registered by the predominantly Caucasian and Miscel­
laneous groups, and the lowest by the Filipino and Chinese groups. In 
Kailua, consumption of omelets by the Japanese was exceptionally high, 
and by the Caucasians, exceptionally low. Again, the tendency was for in­
creased omelet consumption in response to increases in income levels. 
Other miscellaneous means of preparing eggs were registered by 2 per­
cent of the people in Honolulu and 5 percent of those in Kailua. 
SHELL-COLOR PREFERENCE 
Approximately one-fourth of the respondents both in Honolulu and 
Kailua indicated a shell-color preference (Table 21). There were no marked 
differences between ethnic groups as to the percentage of the population 
with shell-color preferences but there were significant differences with re­
spect to the color preferred. Eighty percent of the Chinese and 66 percent of 
the Japanese respondents indicating shell-color preferences in Honolulu 
preferred brown-shelled eggs. Of consumers with shell-color preferences in 
all ethnic groups combined, the preference in Honolulu was 43 percent for 
white-shelled eggs and 57 percent for brown-shelled eggs as compared with 
65 percent for white-shelled eggs and 35 percent for brown-shelled eggs in 
Kailua. In contrast to this, 65 percent of the Caucasians in Honolulu and 
69 percent of those in Kailua preferred brown-shelled eggs. Nevertheless it 
is significant that whereas 66 percent of the Japanese group preferred brown­
shelled eggs in Honolulu, only 47 percent of them preferred the brown­
shelled eggs in Kailua. Whereas there was a somewhat greater tendency 
toward a shell-color preference among the low income people than among 
the high income people, there was no consistent relationship between in­
come and the particular color preferred. 
The particular shell-color preference seems to be determined to a large 
extent by the origin of the people. Brown-shell preference is stronger in 
the Orient, and the Oriental groups are of the opinion that brown-shelled 
eggs are more nourishing. Persons who recently arrived from the U. . Main­
land, on the other hand, were more familiar with white-shelled eggs, which 
they considered of higher quality. 
Although a significant proportion of homemakers indicated preference 
for either white or brown egg , as indicated earlier, there were few objec­
tions to mixed shell colors. Only 3 percent of the respondents in Honolulu 
and 6 percent of those in Kailua objected to mixed shell colors in the same 
carton. 
BRAND PREFERENCES 
Somewhat over half of the respondents in both Honolulu and Kailua 
indicated that they usually bought one brand of eggs (Table 22). There were 
no significant differences within income groups or ethnic origin groups 
with respect to the percentage of respondents buying the same brand. 
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Table 22. Percentage of househo lds buy ing same brand of eggs, 
by et hnic origin and income group 
City and 
ethnic 
origin 
Under 
$4,000 
$4,000 
to 
$7,999 
$8, 000 
to 
$9 999 
$10,000 
and 
over 
All 
income 
group s 
Honolulu 
Caucasian 
Caucasian 
predominant 
Japanese 
Japanese 
predominant 
Chinese 
Part Hawaiian~./ 
Filipino 
Miscellaneous 
All groups 
Kailua 
Caucasian 
Caucasian 
predominant 
Japane se 
c/ 
Miscellaneous 
All groups 
(Percent) 
57 
50 
50 
31 
38 
63 
41 
60 
51 
56 
'p_/ 
100 
60 
58 
(Percent) 
51 
51 
57 
57 
36 
45 
48 
47 
51 
56 
E..I 
58 
77 
63 
(Percent) 
44 
55 
40 
63 
50 
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54 
50 
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73 
50 
61 
(Percent) 
62 
47 
46 
73 
50 
75 
70 
67 
55 
58 
71 
58 
27 
56 
(Percent) 
55 
51 
51 
56 
43 
54 
51 
53 
51 
57 
53 
65 
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59 
a/ Including a very small and indeterminate number of Pure Hawaiians. 
b/ sample t oo sma ll to classify . 
£1 Including J apanese predominant, Chine se , Part Hawaiian , and Filipino 
as well as other Miscellaneous group s becaus e of too few househo lds 
in each samp le to permit separa t e classification. 
The most important reason given for buying a particular brand of eggs 
was simply that the respondents were accustomed to it. Twenty-seven per­
cent in Honolulu and 29 percent in Kailua gave this reason (Table 23). 
Seventeen percent in Honolulu and 22 percent in Kailua bought a par­
ticular brand of eggs because they considered the eggs fresher and 16 percent 
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Table 2). Reasons for buying aame brand 0£ eggs, by ethnic origl11 and income g roup 
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in Honolulu and 17 percent in Kailu a did so because they thought the eggs 
were cheaper. Thirteen percent in both cities bought a particular brand 
because it was stocked in the store where they usually did their shopping. 
There was a definite inverse relationship between income and the indi­
cation of lower price as a reason for buying a particular brand. This does 
not mean that there actually were significant differences in prices in all 
instances but that purchasers thought there were and acted accordingly. 
About 25 percent of the respondents in the lowest income group but only 
IO percent of those in the highest income group in both cities gave price 
as the primary reason for brand preference. 
Assumed lower price was a less important reason for brand preference 
among the Caucasians and J apanese than for the other ethnic groups. 
Freshness as a factor in brand preference was more important among the 
J apanese predominant, Caucasian, Chinese, Filipino, and Miscellaneous 
groups and least important for the H awaiian. 
RECALL OF EGG ADVERTISEMENTS 
The respondents interviewed were asked as to whether they had noticed 
any advertisements for either mainland or island eggs shortly prior to being 
surveyed. Twenty-five percent of those in Honolulu and 20 percent in Kailua 
did recall such advertising (Table 24). The lower figure for the Kailua area 
could be due to the higher proportion of Caucasians interviewed in that 
area; the Caucasian group exhibited a lower than average response to egg 
advertising in both Honolulu and Kailua. 
In Honolulu, consumers in the higher income levels were more conscious 
of egg advertising than those in the lower income levels . ·while only 17 per­
cent of the lowest income group recalled recent egg advertising, 24 percent 
of the second and 27 percent of the two highes t income groups did so. In 
Kailu a, however, the higher in come groups were much less aware of adver­
tising for eggs than the lower income groups. , ,vhile 28 percent of the lowest 
income group and 25 percent of the second lowest income group recalled 
advertising, only 21 percent of the second highest and only 12 percent of 
the highest income groups did so. ln Honolulu, the Chinese group recorded 
the highest percentage of respondents recalling advertising with 37 percent, 
while the Filipino group recorded the lowest percentage, with 13 percent. 
In Kailua, the highest response was in the predominantly Caucasian group, 
who recorded 33 percent, while the lowest response was in the pure Cau­
casian group, who recorded 15 percent. 
TYPES OF EGG ADVERTISING RECALLED 
In both Honolulu and Kailua, a significantly higher percentage of 
people indicated that they recalled seeing advertisements for island rather 
than mainland eggs (Table 25). , i\Thile 23 percent of the respondents in 
Honolulu and 17 percent of those in Kailua indicated seeing recent adver­
tisements for island eggs, only 8 percent of those in both Honolulu and 
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Table 24. Percentage of households recalling egg ad ve rtisements , 
by ethnic origin and income group 
Cit y and 
ethnic 
origin 
Under 
$4 000 
$4,000 
to 
$7 999 
$8, 000 
to 
$9 999 
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predominant 
Japane se 
Japanese 
predominant 
Chinese 
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Filipino 
Miscellaneous 
All groups 
Kai.lua 
Caucasian 
Cauca s ian 
predominant 
Japanese 
CJ 
Miscellaneous 
All groups 
(Percent) 
17 
24 
15 
18 
24 
21 
12 
10 
17 
44 
'E_/ 
50 
'E_/ 
28 
(Percent) 
20 
20 
24 
26 
41 
31 
12 
20 
24 
22 
'E.I 
33 
18 
25 
( Pe r cen t) 
30 
36 
21 
13 
32 
38 
25 
17 
27 
13 
'E_/ 
33 
'E_/ 
21 
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29 
13 
28 
20 
30 
26 
13 
33 
27 
9 
'E_/ 
21 
27 
12 
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24 
20 
24 
24 
37 
31 
13 
20 
25 
15 
33 
29 
19 
20 
a/ I nc ludi ng a very small and indeterminate num~cr of Pure Hawaiians. 
b/ Sample too small to classify.
£/ Including Japanese predominant, Chinese , Part Hawaiian, and Filipino 
as we ll as other Misce llaneous gr oups because of t oo few househo l ds 
in each sample to permit s eparat e classificat ion . 
Kailua indicated that they had seen mainland eggs advertised in Hawaii . 
This was undoubtedly due to greater familiarity and contact with local 
rather than mainland brands reflecting the predominance of island egg 
sales, as well as the greater amount of advertising done by the island egg 
companie. 
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Tab l e 25. Response to advert i sing of is l and 
and mainland eggs 
Pe rcentage of 
r espondents 
indica t i ng 
and r ecall 
Percen t age r eca ll of ea ch media 
of those who did r eca ll 
Newspapers Te l evision Radio Othe r 
Hono l ulu 
I3land eggs 
Mainland eggs 
Kailua 
I s l and eggs 
Main l and eggs 
23 
8 
17 
8 
86 
89 
85 
85 
6 
2 
5 
5 
1 
1 
0 
0 
6 
8 
5 
5 
The newspaper was the advertising medium most often recalled by 
respondents in both Honolulu and Kailua. Of the households who did 
recall advertising for island eggs, 86 percent of those in Honolulu and 85 
percent of those in Kailua indicated noticing such advertising in the news­
papers. Of those who recalled advertising of mainland eggs, 89 percent of 
those in Honolulu and 85 percent of those in Kailua indicated newspapers 
as the source. 
Six percent of the households in Honolulu and 5 percent of those in 
Kailua who indicated they had noticed advertising for island eggs recently 
responded they had noticed such advertising on television . Two percent in 
Honolulu and 5 percent of those in Kailua recalling advertising for main­
land eggs indicated television as the advertising media. Indications of 
having seen television advertising were highest in the lower income groups, 
as well as in the Caucasian and predominantly Caucasian ethnic groups. 
A negligible percentage of respondents recalled advertising by radio or 
by more than one of the three media. A sign ificant proportion of respon­
dents did indicate other media than newspapers, television, or radio. Of 
those households in Honolulu who recalled advertising for local eggs, 6 
percent indicated media other than those listed. In Kailua, 5 percent indi­
cated recalling advertisements through other media for local eggs. With 
respect to advertising for mainland eggs, 8 percent of the respondents in 
Honolulu and 5 percent of those in Kailua who did recall such advertising 
indicated they noticed it through media other than newspapers, television, 
and radio. 
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SUMMARY 
The Hawaii egg industry has undergone an unu ually rapid expansion 
during the past 10 years in response both to a 30 percent increase in popu­
lation of the State and to an increase in Hawaii production of the total 
egg supply from 63 percent in 1954 to 93 percent in I 964. Coupled with 
these dynamic changes have been significant changes in the ethnic compo­
sition and income of the population. This study presents an analysis of 
changes in egg consumption and the effects of ethnic origin, income, price, 
and market development on the egg industry in the State of Hawaii. The 
publication is based primarily on surveys of consumer demand for eggs in 
Honolulu and Kailua. Highlights of the findings are as follows: 
1. ,i\Thereas national per capita consumption of eggs declined from 
379 in 1954 to 325 in 1964, Hawaii per capita consumption increased 
from 202 to 269 during the same period. 
2. During the 10-year period from 1954 to 196'1, the quantity of eggs 
marketed by Hawaii producers increased by 161 percent from 
5,838,000 dozen to 15,250,000 dozen, representing cash receipts of 
4,121 ,000 and '8,281,000, respectively. 
3. The majority of consumers in metropolitan Honolulu tend to pur­
chase eggs once a week. Once-a-week purchases were somewhat more 
frequent in Honolulu than in Kailua, being 70 percent and 60 per­
cent, respectively. ,i\Teekly purchases were somewhat more frequent 
among Japanese and Chinese than among other ethnic groups. 
Also, higher income groups tended to buy eggs much more fre­
quently than did lower income groups. 
4. The most frequent size of purchase at any one time was 2 dozen 
eggs, but with almost as large a proportion of homemakers buying 
I dozen eggs at a time. 
5. One-third of the homemakers in Honolulu and one-fourth of those 
in Kailua indicated that they were buying more eggs during the 
survey year than during the previous year. The increase was some­
what greater among low income groups than among high income 
groups, probably reflecting the effect of annual increase in incomes 
at the lower levels on egg purchases whereas the higher income 
groups were already buying as many eggs as they wanted. 
6. Except for those in the low income group, respondents indicated 
that they would not be highly sensitive to minor increases in price. 
Eighty-three percent in Honolulu and 79 percent in Kailua indi­
cated they would buy the same quantity and size of eggs if the price 
were to increase 5 cents per dozen. With a IO-cent increase per dozen, 
76 percent in Honolulu and 57 percent in Kailua would not change 
their buying habits. Consumers in general were about equally as 
insensitive to a proposed 5-cent decrease per dozen as to a 5-cent 
increase, but somewhat more sensitive to a 10-cent decrease per 
dozen than to a 10-cent increase. 
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Respondents in the lower income groups were considerably more 
responsive to proposed price changes than were the high income 
groups. 
7. Eighty-nine percent of the respondents in Honolulu and 86 percent 
of those in Kailua indicated a preference for island over mainland 
eggs, which is about eq ual to the proportion of island versus main­
land imports sold a t the time of the survey. Of all the ethnic groups, 
J apanese indicated the highest preference for island eggs. Although 
preference for mainland eggs was low for all groups, it was highest 
among the Caucasians. There was also a somewhat higher propor­
tion of purchases of the lower priced mainland eggs among the 
lower income groups. 
8. The primary reason for preferring island eggs in relation to main­
land eggs was freshness. Over one-half of the island-egg purchasers 
in both areas thought the island eggs were fresher than mainland 
eggs. The only other important reason was that the island eggs 
tasted better, which was indi cated by 13 percent of the responden ts 
in Honolulu and 15 percent of those in Kailu a. 
Caucasians gave more emphasis to freshness as a reason for pur­
chasing island eggs, with about two-thirds of the Caucasian pur­
chasers of island eggs givi ng this reason. 
Over half of the mainland-egg purchasers in Honolulu and two­
thirds of those in Kailua indicated lower price as the primary reason 
for their purchases. There was a definite increase relationship 
between purchase of mainland eggs and income level. 
Superior taste and habit were minor but of second and th ird im­
portance as reasons for purchasing mainland eggs. 
9. Forty-three percent of the respondents in Honolulu and 56 percent 
of those in Kailua indicated that they purchased their eggs from 
supermarket chains. Purchases through independent markets and 
direct from farmers were more important in Honolulu than in 
Kailua. Commissary purchases, on the other hand, were more impor­
tant in Kailua. Higher income groups tended to buy a larger pro­
portion of their eggs through supermarket chains in both areas. 
10. Consumers tended to consistently buy eggs from the same source. 
Seventy-six percent in Honolulu and 84 percent in Kailua bought 
most of their eggs consistently at one place. 
11. Seventy-three percent of the respondents in Honolulu, but only 49 
percent in Kailua, indicated they usually bought grade A large 
eggs. The remainder of the respondents bought primarily grade A 
medium. Only 6 percent in Honolulu and 7 percent in Kailua 
bought a lower grade of eggs for cooking and baking. 
12. Most of the respondents indicated satisfaction with the eggs they 
purchased. Only 6 percent in Honolulu and 10 percent in Kailua 
registered any complaints. 
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13. Approximately three-fourths of the respondents in both Honolulu 
and Kailua used the eggs they purchased as table eggs for direct 
consumption. 
14. The most common method of preparing eggs in both Honolulu and 
Kailua was frying. About 80 percent of the respondents used fried 
eggs. About two-thirds of the homemakers in Honolulu and some­
what less than two-thirds in Kailua also regularly consumed boiled 
eggs. Fifty-seven percent in Honolulu and 75 percent in Kailua 
frequently scrambled the eggs they purchased. Nineteen percent in 
Honolulu and 34 percent in Kailua poached their eggs, but few in 
either area made omelets. 
15. Approximately one-fourth of the respondents both in Honolulu and 
in Kailua indicated a preference for either white- or brown-shelled 
eggs. In Honolulu, 43 percent of those who indicated a preference 
preferred white-shelled eggs and 57 percent preferred brown-shelled 
eggs. In Kailua, the preference was 65 percent for white-shelled and 
only 35 percent for brown-shelled eggs. White-shell preference 
tended to be greater among the Caucasians and brown-shell prefer­
ence was greater among the Orientals. 
16. Over one-half of the respondents in both areas indicated that they 
usually bought the same brand of eggs. The primary reason given 
for buying the same brand was custom. Freshness and cheapness 
were also given as important reasons for brand loyalty. 
17. Only about one-fourth of the respondents in each area recalled 
recent egg advertisements. ewspaper ads were the only media 
recalled by a substantial percentage of the population. About 85 
percent of those who recalled advertising recalled newspaper ads. 
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APPENDIX A: 
CODE FOR CLASSIFICATIONS OF FAMILY CHARACTERISTICS 
A. Income Groups 
1. The entire family's gross income was recorded as given by the 
respondent. I.e., the total gross income of every working person 
in the family. 
2. Adjustments were made for greater accuracy. E.g., cases in which 
the respondent would give an income obviously false, a calculated 
adjustment was made. 
3. Estimates were often made when the respondent refused to divulge 
his income or did not know the total family income. 
B. Ethnic Groups 
1. If the husband and wife were both pure Japanese, their classification 
was Japanese. 
2. If the husband was other than Japanese and his wife was pure 
Japanese, the family classification was designated .Japanese pre­
dominant. 
3. If the husband was of any ethnic group and his wife was predomi­
nantly Japanese, the classification was .Japanese predominant. Cau­
casian, Chinese, Filipino, and Hawaiian groups were classified on 
the same basis. 
4. If either or both husband and wife were of an ethnic group too 
small for separate classification, or of mixed origin too small for 
separate classification, they were classified as Miscellaneous. These 
included any ethnic groups not included in items 1 through 3 
above. 
5. Single persons, widows and widowers, and divorcees, (with or with­
out children), were listed under the classification of their respective 
ethnic group. 
C. Education Groups 
1. A housewife's education was taken as the family's education group, 
since she would be the most likely party to affect the buying prac­
tices of the family. 
2. The head-of-the-household's education was taken as the fami ly's 
education in cases where there was no housewife. In the case of a 
widower, or widow, living with his or her grown male or female 
children, the education of the female who did the purchasing was 
taken. 
3. In the case of single people Ji ving together, the person doing the 
purchasing of the foodstuffs had his education listed as the family' s 
education. 
4. Formal education in a foreign country was recorded as an equiva­
lent in the United States. 
D. Occupation Groups 
l. Professional or T echnical: (usually someone with advanced training). 
E.g., architect, stockbroker, techni cian (certain types), bookkeeper, 
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career army officer, teacher, minister, college professor, engineer, 
doctor, lawyer, etc. 
2. Manager and/ or Proprietor: land and business owner or manager, 
white-collar worker, supervisor, contractor, apartment owner, busi­
ness agent, etc. 
3. Craftsman or Foreman: skilled worker, mechanic, roofer, carpenter, 
ship officer, barber, etc. 
4. Operative or Enlisted Man: driver, bus boy, milkman, fireman, 
policeman, reporter, stevedore, photographer, Armed Forces enlisted 
man, aviator, etc. 
5. Clerical or Sales: civil service employee, insurance agent, secretary, 
sales clerk, bank teller, etc. 
6. Household Service: maid, cook, waitress, waiter, bartender, butler, 
etc. 
7. Laborer: warehouser, gardener, custodian , dredger, packer, pine­
apple picker, etc. 
8. Other: persons with income from stocks and bonds, alimony, pen­
sion, working capital, welfare, social security; entertainer, etc. 
9. No Reply: (when it was impossible to discover the respondent's 
occupation, through his response or our calculated guesses) . 
44 
- - ----------
------------
--------
APPENDIX B: SURVEY FORM 
Questionnaire No .--------
CONFIDENTIAL 
AN ECONOMIC ANALYSIS OF EGG NARKETI I,G 
IN HOl\'OLULU AND KAILUA, OAHU, HAWAII 
Consumer ~uestionnaire 
Code No: 
Address_____________ 
I nterviewed: Husband.0 Wife / / 
Other 
Date of Interview 
Time of I ntervi ew
-------
Interviewed by________~ 
DO !-OT WRITE II'l THIS SPACE 
Checked by__________~ 
Date checked _________ _ 
OK L-..f Recall /_/ 
Questions t o be corr ected_____ 
1, Does everyone i n your household eat eggs? Yes L_1 No j__/ 
If "no , " Hhy not ? 
Men •• Age . Reasons 
Women . Age. Reasons 
Boys • Age . Reasons 
Girls, Age . Reasons 
2 . How o~en do you buy eggs? (check one) 
a, Daily • , , , . , , , , o. . I I 
b. Twice weekly b, C...7 
c . Weekly ••• C , Ci 
d , Every two weeks a. Ci 
e . Other ( specify) e . L_/ 
3, How muny eggs do you usually buy at one ti~e? ( check One) 
a . One-half dozen ••••••.• • .••• • a . Ci 
b, One dozen b . Ci 
c . Two dozen C , 0 
a. Three dozen d. Cl 
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e . Four dozen e . / / 
f . Other (specify) f ._ci 
4. How many eggs does your family consume per week? 
eggs , or dozen eggs 
5 . Of the eggs that your fami ly consumes each week, how many eggs are used as : 
a . Pl ain eggs on the table 
b . Ingredients in baking and cooking 
6. In order of importance, what are the ways you prepare most of your eggs 
for table use? (number in order of importance ) 
a . Fried j___/ c . Scrambled Ci e . Others Ci 
b . Boiled / / d . Poached Ci 
7 . From whom do you buy eggs ? 
a . Independent Grocer (small)._________________ a . / / 
b . Independent Grocer (super) b. / / 
c . Chain stores c . Ci 
d . Direct from producers ______ d . CJ 
e . Commiss ary .. e . __II, 
~f . Other (specify) J., CJ 
8. Do you purchase your eggs where you buy most of your groceries ? 
Yes / / No _ci 
9. Do you buy most of your eggs at t he same place during t he year ? 
Yes Ci No / / 
10 . 'What grad e of eggs do you usually buy? 
a . Grade A Large a . I I 
b . Grade A Medium b . I I 
C: , Grade A Small c . Ci 
d . Ungraded d. Ci 
e . Other ( specify) 
- - -----------· 
e. Ci 
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11 . Do you buy a different gr ad e of eggs as ingredients for baking and cooking
than for table us e? 
Yes / Why? 
No C/ Why? 
12 . Do you usually buy Island egcs , Mainland eggs, or other i~ported eggs? 
a . Island eggs 
Why do you buy Island eggs? 
1 . Cheaper ....................... ..... ..... 
2 . Fresher 
3. Superior taste 
4. Other (specify) ......... ···--·· ···---· __ .......... .... -
b . Mainland eggs 
Why do you buy Mai nland eggs? 
1. Cheaper 
- · - ·-- ---··-- --· - -
2 . Fresher 
3. Superior taste--·----- ----- - - - - ---
4 . Other (specify)__________ ________ 
c . Other imported eggs - ,-----,---c------ ------- --­
\·1by do you buy other i mpor ted eggs ? 
1 . Cheaper-----------
2. Fresher 
3. Superi or taste ----- ----- ------ -
4. Other (specify) _ ____ _ ___________ _ 
d . More than one kind 
\·lhich type do you usually buy mor e? 
1 . Island eggs ..... 
2 . Mainland egc;s 
3. Other imported eggs ..... 
4. Sa.me amounts of each 
l·,'hy? 
13 . Do you usually buy the same brand of eggs? 
Yes /~ NoC! 
If "yes," what is the brand? 
a . 
1 . /~ 
2 , 1..-=-.J 
3. l J 
4. ;_--7 
b . /___] 
1 . r ··7 
2 . L=l 
3. C~} 
1. c:J 
2 . C..'/ 
3. ; - --7 
4 . c.-:J 
d . Cl 
1. ;-~ 
2 . /__j 
3. /~ 
4. !~ 
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Reasons for buying the brand? (check one) 
a . Better packaging a. Cl 
b . Eggs are fresher and in better condition b . I I 
c . Price is cheaper __ c . C=.! 
d . Home delivery d . C7 
e. Like it 
-----.- ---
e . L=I 
f. Other (specify) ________ _ f. C l 
14 . Do you have any complaints about the condition of the eggs you have been 
buying? 
No L_I Yes C .7 What --· 
15. Are you buyi ng more eggs for home use this year than you were last year? 
No /=/ 
If "yes, is it due to 
a . Recommendation by doctor? a . L_I 
b . b.Growth of children?-----·- - · Cl 
C • Increase in family size? C • ; ] 
d . Increase in income? 
------
d . L_] 
i6 . If e~g prices went up 5 cents per dozen, how would this affect your 
purchases of eggs? 
Buy less 1 7 Buy same II Buy smaller size L-_7 
l·ihat if prices went up 10 cents per dozen, bow would this affect your 
purchases of eggs? 
Buy l ess I ."J Buy same C .~J Buy smaller size C~I 
17 . If egg prices went down 5 cents per dozen, how would this affect your 
purchases of eggs? 
Buy more Cl Buy same CJ Buy larger size 1 _7 
What if prices went down 10 cents per dozen, how would this affect your 
purchases of eggs? 
Buy more / --_} Buy same LJ Buy larger size ~ 
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(The next few questions pertain to eggs the respondent has on hand . ) 
18. Where were they purchased? 
Name of store 
19. What was the size of your last purchase? 
Number of eggs -·--------------
20 . Please provide the following information about these eggs: 
Date 
Purchased 
! 
i 
Grades 
Purchased 
Cost 
per Doz. 
I Brand Name !Island 
etc . 
·-
or Mainland, 
AA 
I 
I 
t- I ! 
A Large 
A Medium 
A Small 
Other 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
21. In what type of container were they purchased? 
a . Paper cartons a . c_-; 
b. Fiber cartons b. I _] 
c . Filler flats c . C.7 
d . Other (specify) d . /_ __/ 
22 . \./here do you keep your eggs ? 
a . Refrigerator or ice box a . r l 
b. Un-refrigerated place(s) b . l_J 
23 . Do you have a definite shell color preference? 
Yes I 7 No L_/ 
If "yes ," which of these shell colors do you prefer? 
c . White Why? 
----------·-------------
d, Brown ~ Why? 
24 . Do you have any objection to having mixed colors in the same carton? 
No C_:j Yes CJ What ? 
49 
--------
25 . Have you seen eggs advertised lately? 
Yes C J No ,Ci 
If "yes," please give the following information: ( check) 
Media Used ! 
I 
Type of eges 
Island 
seen i n advertisement 
Imported 
' 
TV 
Radio 
Newspapers 
_ _ __L I 
26 . ~~hnic origin of wife 
(no mixture) 
Japanese 
Caucasian ___ 
Chinese 
Filipino 
Hawaiian 
l~ 
;-_7 
; -7 
C7 
[_) 
Other 
----C7 
If mixed, but not 50- 50, 
indicate predominate 
ethnic group: 
Ethnic origin of husband 
(no mixture) 
Japanese ______ 
Caucasian 
Chinese 
Filipino 
Hawaiian 
l I 
c=1 
L__! 
L7 
C7 
Other---------/_~ 
If mixed, but not 50- 50, 
indicate predominate 
ethnic group: 
----·-----
27 ,Please list all the members of your hous ehold by sex and age. 
a . Male 
b . Female 
28 . ~bat is the highest grade of schooling completed by: 
WIFE HUSBAND 
College graduate _ __ / / College graduate 
Some college education --/~ Some college education -
Trade or business school _ /~7 Trade or business school.--
/_:J 
~ / 
[~) 
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